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Mi y friends, fear not. Despite the arrogance of many liberals, 
they are no match for a thoughtful presentation of conserva- 
tive positions. But remember, liberalism is a body of beliefs based on 
emotion, not reason. Liberalism withers under the rigors of direct 
analysis and the test of real-world experience. That is why when you 
go head to head with liberals, their approach very quickly degener- 
ates from parroting clichés to bitterly comparing you to evil histori- 
cal figures. Be prepared for the name-calling, the enraged denuncia- 
tions, and generalized hysteria. As soon as that happens — and it 
will — you can sit back and smile. You have won the argument. 

Herewith, a convenient guide to the predictable liberal accusa- 
tions, and the facts you can use to defeat them. You might call them 
the facts of life that drive liberals nuts. 





The Argument: Criminals Should Be Rehabil- 

itated, Not Punished 

e “Would it really be the end of the world if all jails were turned 
into hospitals or rehabilitation centers?” — Davip L. BAZELON, 
CHIEF JUDGE OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 

e “If it is the public safety that we are concerned about, the question 
is how persons convicted of crimes can be rehabilitated, not how 
long they should be locked up.” — Ramsey CLARK, ATTORNEY 
GENERAL DURING THE JOHNSON ADMINISTRATION 

e “Rehabilitation of criminals has seldom been attempted. Killing 
them or locking them up is the tried and true ancient method. 
Why not turn our faces toward rehabilitation?” — WILLIAM O. 
DOUGLAS, SUPREME COURT JUSTICE 

The Facts: 

The liberal notion of “rehabilitation” became a euphemism for 
“lack of punishment.” So judges gave shorter sentences, and gover- 
nors (like Michael Dukakis) developed furlough programs giving 
violent criminals weekend passes. The results: 

e “Fewer than 1 in 10 serious crimes results in imprisonment. In 
1992, the median prison sentence for murder was about 15 years, 
while the average time served was a little more than 5 years.” — 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE STATISTICS 

e “The expected prison sentence for all serious crimes has decreased 
more than 60 percent since 1954.” — U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
STATISTICS 

¢ “While [the U.S.] population has increased only 41 percent since 
1960, the number of violent crimes [murders, rapes, robberies, 
and aggravated assaults] has increased more than 550 percent.” — 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION STATISTICS 

The Argument: Building More Prisons Doesnt Solve Crime 

e “We're spending much too much on prisons ... We don't see pris- 
ons as salvation ... It would be more intelligent to spend that 
money on programs of prevention.” — Gov. Mario Cuomo, 
INTERVIEW IN THE NEW YORK TIMES 

The Facts: 

Lack of prison space has led directly to a dramatic increase in vio- 





lent crime. 
¢ “Because we don't have enough prison space and we have sentenc- 
ing laws that are too weak, every day in America 14 people are 





murdered, 48 women are raped, and 578 people are the victims of 

a robbery committed by a criminal who has already been caught, 

convicted, and then returned to the streets on probation or early 

parole.” — “THE CASE FOR BUILDING MORE PRISONS,” BY THE 

NATIONAL RIFLE ASSOCIATION’S CRIMESTRIKE PROJECT, IN CONSULTATION 

WITH Dr. MICHAEL K. BLOCK, FORMER MEMBER OF THE UNITED STATES 

SENTENCING COMMISSION 
¢ “In Michigan, when funding for prison construction dried up in 

the early 1980s, the state instituted an early-release program and 

became one of only two states whose prison populations declined 
from 1981 to 1984. Between 1981 and 1986, the rate of violent 
crime reported to the police in Michigan rose 25 percent at the 
same time national crime rates were declining. In 1986, however, 
when Michigan embarked on a major prison building effort, the 

state’s violent crime rate began to fall and by 1989 had dropped 12 

percent.” — DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE STUDY, “THE CASE FOR MORE 

INCARCERATION, 1992 
The Argument: Prisons Shouldn't Be Unpleasant; You Might Make 
Criminals Mad 
e “Prison has a role in public safety, but it is not a cure-all. Its value is 

limited ... It is a traumatic experience, certainly, but it should be 

only a temporary one, not a way of life. Prisoners kept too long 
tend to embrace the criminal way of life, its distorted values and 
beliefs.” — WILBERT RIDEAU, EDITOR OF ANGOLITE, THE LOUISIANA STATE 

PENITENTIARY NEWSMAGAZINE, IN “WHY PRISON DON’T WorK,” 7IME 
¢ Until 1995, the federal government spent $35 million a year on 

Pell college education grants for 27,000 prison inmates. As 

Congress debated ending the program, The New York Times pub- 

lished an essay by a Missouri prisoner, Jon Marc Taylor, entitled, 

“Congress Is Stealing Our College Education,” complaining about 

“the shortsighted, mean-spirited attack on Pell grants for inmates.” 
The Facts: 

The entire point of prison is to punish, an approach that has been 
effective throughout human history. Now conservative reforms are 
starting to change the federal prison system. 

e “Prisoners should not have better accommodations on the inside 
than they would have had on the outside. If you break the law, you 
should pay the price, instead of being rewarded with a vacation 
watching X-rated movies on your personal TV set. There's no reason 
why a criminal should be treated to state-of-the-art gyms or be per- 
mitted to watch premium cable television. And there is certainly no 
reason why taxpayers should foot the bill for such luxuries.” — Rep. 
Dick ZIMMER, NEW JERSEY REPUBLICAN, AUTHOR OF A “NO FRILLS 
PRISON ACT” THAT PASSED THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, JULY 17, 
1995. REP. ZIMMER’S BILL STATES THAT NO APPROPRIATED FUNDS SHALL BE 
USED BY THE FEDERAL PRISON SYSTEM TO PROVIDE AMENITIES SUCH AS IN- 
CELL CABLE TELEVISION; R, X AND NC-17-RATED MOVIES; INSTRUCTION OR 
TRAINING IN MARTIAL ARTS; WEIGHTLIFTING EQUIPMENT; IN-CELL COFFEE 
POTS OR HEATING ELEMENTS; AND ELECTRONIC MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS. 





The Argument: Weve Running Out of Oil 

e “There is a dwindling supply of energy sources. 
The prices are going to rise in the future no matter who is presi- 
dent, no matter which party occupies the administration in 





Washington, no matter what we do.” — PRESIDENT JIMMY CARTER, 

Mar. 31, 1979 
e “We must adopt a system of gasoline rationing without delay ... in 

a way that demands a fair sacrifice from all Americans.” — SEN. 

EDWARD KENNEDY, JAN. 28, 1980 
e “It would be prudent for any American contemplating the pur- 

chase of a new car to assume that gas will cost $2 per gallon with- 

in a few years and $3 per gallon during the vehicle's lifetime.” — 

LESTER BROWN, WORLDWATCH INSTITUTE, BULLETIN OF ATOMIC 

SCIENTISTS, MAR. 1980 
The Facts: 

The liberal prophets of doom were wrong. Gas barely tops $1 per 
gallon in most of the U.S.; even during the Gulf crisis in 1990 and 
1991 prices did not rise. Why? Because high prices in the 1970s pro- 
vided incentives to businesses to conserve energy, provided incen- 
tives to car makers to increase fuel efficiency, provided incentives to 
consumers to insulate their homes, and provided incentives to oil 
companies to find previously undiscovered oil fields. 

e “Spurred on by higher oil prices, industrial countries now use 23 
percent less oil to produce a dollar of output than they did in 
1970.” — RONALD BalLey, EcoScAm: THE FALSE PROPHETS OF 
ECOLOGICAL APOCALYPSE 

e “Instead of diminishing over time, as one would expect, known oil 
reserves are growing. Between 1948 and 1992, proven oil reserves 
increased by a factor 14.6. Despite repeated warnings that sup- 
plies would run out, reserves in 1990 exceeded one trillion barrels 
for the first time.” — JOSEPH L. Bast, ECco-SANITY 

The Argument: The Earth Has Too Many People 

e “The battle to feed all of humanity is over. In the 1970s the world 

will undergo famines — hundreds of millions of people are going to 

starve to death in spite of any crash programs embarked upon now.” 

— PAUL EHRLICH, THE POPULATION BoB, 1968 

“No goal is more crucial to healing the global environment than 

stabilizing human population ... The United States should restore 

full funding of its share of the cost of international population sta- 
bilization programs and increase the effort to make birth control 
available throughout the world — but it should do more as well.” 

— SEN. AL GORE, EARTH IN THE BALANCE, 1992 

The Facts: 

World population is not the province of liberal academics, not the 
U.S. government and not the United Nations. This is the province 
of — dare I say it? — God. No one knows how many human beings 


the planet can support; and no one can know. And, though liberals 
will not admit this, the global population is beyond human control. 
As for food, capitalist countries — even extremely crowded capitalist 
countries, like Hong Kong — have plenty of it (for decades, the 
United States has even paid farmers not to grow food). Why? Because 
the free market makes the most of available resources, technology and 
human innovation. Communist, Marxist and socialist countries have 
comparably little food, because their centralized, command and con- 
trol system of production makes the least of available resources, 
technology and human innovation. It is the unequal distribution of 
capitalism, not the unequal distribution of wealth, that shackles the 
rest of the world. 
The Argument: The Earth Is Cooling 
e “Certain signs, some of them visible to the layman as well as the 
scientist, indicate we may have been watching an ice age approach 


for some time without realizing what we were seeing ... 
[Scientists] predict that it will cause great snows which the world 
has not seen since the last ice age thousands of years ago.” — 
BETTY FRIEDAN, “THE COMING ICE AGE,” IN HARPER’S MAGAZINE, 
SEPTEMBER 1958 

“The continued rapid cooling of the earth since World War II is 
also in accord with the increased global air pollution associated 
with industrialization, mechanization, urbanization, and an 
exploding population, added to a renewal of volcanic activity.” — 
REID BRYSON, “ENVIRONMENTAL ROULETTE,” GLOBAL ECOLOGY: 
READINGS TOWARD A RATIONAL STRATEGY FOR MAN, 1971 

“There are ominous signs that the earth’s weather patterns have 


begun to change dramatically and that these changes may portend 

a drastic decline in food production — with serious political impli- 

cations for just about every nation on earth. The drop in food out- 

put could begin quite soon, perhaps only 10 years from now ... 

The evidence in support of these predictions has now begun to 

accumulate so massively that meteorologists are hard-pressed to 

keep up with it.” — NEWSWEEK, APRIL 28, 1975 
e “The threat of a new ice age must now stand alongside nuclear war 

as a likely source of wholesale death and misery for mankind.” — 

NIGEL CALDER, “IN THE GRIP OF A NEW ICE AGE?” INTERNATIONAL 

WILDLIFE, JUNE 1975 
e “With many signs today pointing to the possibility that the earth 

may be headed for another ice age, minor or major ... there is 

suddenly renewed interest within the scientific community for 
some sort of monitoring of the sun’s output.” — THE New York 

TIMES, AUGUST 14, 1975 
The Facts: 

It didn’t happen. No need to say more. Now even one the theory's 
most avid promoters — the False Prophet of Doom himself, Paul 
Ehrlich — has had to turn to an entirely contradictory scare tactic: 
global warming. 

The Argument: The Earth Is Warming 

e “The Supreme Court would be flooded [because global warming 
will melt glaciers and raise ocean levels]. You could tie your boat to 
the Washington Monument. Storm surges would make the Capitol 
unusable.” — PauL EHRLICH, NBC’s “Topay,” JANUARY 11, 1990 
“[T]he theory of global warming will not be disproved, and the 


skeptics are vastly outnumbered by former skeptics who now 


accept the overwhelming weight of the accumulated evidence ... 
These [United Nations] scientists concluded — almost unani- 
mously — that global warming is real and the time to act is now.” 
— SEN. AL GORE, EARTH IN THE BALANCE, 1992 

e “America needs Bill Clinton, too, because he understands we must 
deal with what could be, eventually, the most lethal problem of 
all: a degraded environment, one that kills life in our lakes with 
acid rain, allows cancer-causing rays to pierce a deteriorated ozone 
shield and threatens to convert the planet into a cosmic hot- 


house.” — Gov. Mario CUOMO, SPEECH AT THE DEMOCRATIC 
NATIONAL CONVENTION, JULY 15, 1992 
The Facts: 


There is no evidence that “global warming” and rising oceans is 
any more serious than the threat of “global cooling” and frozen 
oceans. Instead, this so-called “threat” is a thinly veiled attack on 
capitalism, and particularly automobile manufacturers. 

Vice President Gore believes that the automobile “is posing a 








mortal threat to the security of every nation that is more deadly than 

that of any military enemy we are ever likely to confront.” His solu- 

tion: “I support new laws to mandate improvements in automobile 
fleet mileage, but much more is needed” (Earth in the Balance.) That 
means new federal regulations and new taxes, which is exactly the 
course the Clinton Administration has pursued, including new gas 
taxes in the 1993 Clinton budget. 

Beyond that, if additional man-made CO, is having any global 
effect at all, it may be giving a boost to plants and trees. 

e “Scientists estimate that doubled carbon dioxide would raise crop 
yields by more than a third, while perhaps doubling tree growth. 
Others believe that the increases in crop yields over the past four 
decades are in part due to already higher levels of CO). U.S. 
Agriculture Department scientist Sherwood Idso thinks that rising 
carbon dioxide levels may well presage the ‘greening of the 
Earth.” — RONALD BAILEY, EcoSc4m 





The Argument: Ronald Reagan ruined the 
American economy in the 1980s 

“During the 1980s, our government betrayed the values that make 
America great ... While the rich got richer, the forgotten middle 
class — the people who work hard and play by the rules — took it 
on the chin ... No wonder our nation has compiled its worst eco- 
nomic record in fifty years.” — Gov. BILL CLINTON, “PUTTING 
PEOPLE First: A NATIONAL ECONOMIC STRATEGY FOR AMERICA” 

“I have watched the rank-and-file people of this country whom I 
represent get murdered in the 1980s.” — Gov. BILL CLINTON, 
INTERVIEW IN TIME MAGAZINE 

e “Do they [voters] really want this [Gop] Contract which is a tril- 
throwing us back to the 





lion dollars of unfunded promises ... 
years of the ’80s when we lost jobs and weakened our country?” 
— PRESIDENT CLINTON QUOTED IN THE WASHINGTON POST 

The Facts: 

The record of economic success during the 1980s is clear: 

18.6 million new jobs were created, increasing U.S. civilian 


employment by 20 percent. 

Almost 23 percent of these jobs — about 4.2 million — went to 

black workers, according to the January 1993 Economic Report 

of the President. 

¢ Only 12 percent of these jobs were in low-paid restaurant and 
retail areas, while 82 percent were in high-paid technical, manage- 


rial and professional areas. 

¢ Unemployment dropped from 7.1 percent in 1980 to 5.3 percent 
in 1989, the lowest level since 1973. 

¢ Once Ronald Reagan's tax cuts kicked in (fiscal year 1982), the 
country experienced 92 months of economic growth without 
a recession — from November 1982 until July 1990, when 
George Bush broke his “no new taxes” pledge. This represented 
the longest period of sustained peacetime economic growth in 
American history. 

The Argument: Zax Cuts Create Deficits 

e “The huge federal deficit is itself evidence of the blatant failure of 
the Reagan-Bush Administration’s experiment with supply-side 
economics, starting with the tax cut of 1981 and the subsequent 





military buildup.” — Ropert REICH, “THE BUDGET DEBACLE,” IN 
THE LOS ANGELES TIMES 

e “And when you add up all their giveaways for the rich, when you 
read all the fine print in the faulty contract, it really is trickle- 
down economics all over again. Debt creation, deficit explosion, 
job destruction and more painful economic decay and decline. I 
don’t even have to ask. I know that’s not what America’s families 


want.” — Rep. RICHARD GEPHARDT, SPEECH TO THE CENTER FOR 
NATIONAL POLICY 
The Facts: 


‘Tax cuts have always resulted in improved economic growth pro- 
ducing more tax revenue. The problem in the 1980s wasnt a lack of 
tax revenue, it was the fact that the Democratically-controlled 
Congress was insatiable, habitually spending more than it brought in. 
The Reagan tax bill cut tax rates across the board; top marginal 
rates dropped from a punishing 70 percent to 28 percent. The 
result: federal tax revenue doubled from $519.4 billion in 1980 
to $1.014 trillion in 1989, according to the Annual Report of the 
Commissioner and Chief Counsel of the IRS. 

For every dollar of new tax revenue, the Democratic Congress 
spent $1.29, according to “Budget Baselines, Historical Data, and 
Alternatives for the Future,” published by the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget. After the 1990 tax increase, Congress spent 


$1.88 for every new dollar of tax revenue. 

The Argument: The Rich Don't Pay Their Fair Share 

e “We have to ask the wealthiest Americans to pay their fair share 
again. [heir incomes went up in the 1980s and their taxes went 


down.” — CANDIDATE BILL CLINTON, SPEECH TO THE U.S. 
CONFERENCE OF MAYORS 
The Facts: 


Americas most successful achievers do pay a higher share of the 
total tax burden— this despite Reagan’s cutting the top marginal 
rate from 70 percent to 28 percent. Data from the Joint Economic 
Committee demonstrate that: 


The top one percent of income earners paid 18 percent of the 
total tax burden in 1981, and paid 25 percent in 1991. 

The top five percent paid 35 percent of the total tax burden in 
1981, and paid 43 percent in 1991. 

The bottom 50 percent of income earners paid only 8 percent of 
the total tax burden in 1981, and paid only 5 percent in 1991. 





The Argument: More Money Improves Educa- 
tional Performance 

“I didn’t come here to fight for the bureaucracy. That’s not my 
nature. But it hits me that to do away with the Department of 
Education at this particular moment in history would be like 
doing away with the Department of the Army in the middle of 
World War II.” — RicHARD W. RILEY, PRESIDENT CLINTON’S 
SECRETARY OF EDUCATION 

“Riley has a deputy secretary, an undersecretary, 11 assistant secre- 
taries, and 14 deputy assistant secretaries. Beyond that there are 21 
boards, commissions and councils, each with its own hierarchy. 


Each of the department’s 10 regional offices boasts separate repre- 
sentatives for the secretary and deputy secretary plus an array of 


directors. That’s a lot of chiefs for very few Indians.” — COLUMNIST 
DAVID BRODER, IN THE WASHINGTON POST 
The Facts: 
¢ Increased money for education over the years was spent on hiring 
more education bureaucrats, not on teaching children. “Between 
1960 and 1984,” wrote David Boaz in his 1991 book, Liberating 
Schools, “the number of teachers in public schools grew by 57 per- 
cent, principals and supervisors in those schools increased 79 per- 
cent, and the number of other staffers grew by 500 percent.” 
As spending went up, test scores went down. “While expenditures 
on elementary and secondary education have increased more than 
200 percent since 1960, SAT scores have declined 73 points,” 
wrote former Education Secretary William Bennett in his 1994 
book, The Index of Leading Cultural Indicators. 
“In 1992 ... twenty percent of eighth-graders could do seventh- 


grade math (fractions, decimals, percents, and elementary con- 
cepts in geometry, statistics, and algebra), and only 6 percent of 
twelfth-grade students grasped the reasoning and problem solving 
involving geometric relationships, algebra, and fractions that pre- 
pare them for college-level math,” according to a 1993 U.S. 
Department of Education report. 
By 1993, Professor Eric Hanushek, editor of Making Schools 
Work, published by the Brookings Institution, a liberal think 
tank, admitted: “Funding is not related to school quality.” 
By 1995, in a remarkable lead editorial titled: “Problems That 
Money Won't Solve,” The Washington Post editorialized: “The 
District [of Columbia] spends more than $500 million a year on 
public schools. That ranks the District as No. 1 in per-pupil 
expenditures among the nation’s 40 largest school systems. Yet 
student performance ranks lowest in the region in every category, 
some classrooms are poorly supplied and there has been no 
progress in improving the teaching work force.” 
Even Alice Rivlin, in her book, Reviving the American Dream, 
wrote: “The federal government should eliminate most of its pro- 
grams in education, housing, highways, social services, economic 
development, and job training.” 
The Argument: School Choice Would Destroy American Education 
¢ School choice would be “a death sentence for public schools 
struggling to serve disadvantaged students, draining all good stu- 
dents out of poor schools.” — SEN. EDWARD KENNEDY 
e “Free market economics works well for breakfast cereals, but not for 
schools in a democratic society. Market-driven school choice would 
create an inequitable, elitist educational system.” — KEITH GEIGER, 

PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 
The Facts: 

If giving regular Americans the opportunity to choose a private 
school will destroy America’s education system, then why is it OK 
for wealthy liberals to choose private schools for their children? 
President Clinton and Hillary chose a private school for daughter 
Chelsea, as did the Vice President for his kids. Jesse Jackson sent his 
kids to private schools. The list goes on and on. 

e Nationally, 9.5 percent of Americans send their kids to private 
schools. But in 1994, 44.4 percent of U.S. Senators responding to 

a Heritage Foundation survey stated that they have sent their kids 

to private schools, as did 29.5 percent of U.S. Representatives. 
¢ Nationally, 5.9 percent of Hispanic Americans send their kids to pri- 

vate schools. But in 1994, 70 percent of the members of the 





Congressional Hispanic Caucus sent their kids to private schools. 

e Nationally, 4.3 percent of black Americans send their kids to private 
schools. But in 1994, 29.6 percent of the members of the 
Congressional Black Caucus sent their kids to private schools. 


= Welfare 


The Argument: The War on Poverty Will 
Reduce Poverty 
e The 1964 Economic Report of the President stated: “the conquest 
of poverty is well within our power.” 
¢ President Lyndon B. Johnson called for a “Great Society: a society 
of success without squalor, beauty without barrenness, works of 
genius without wretchedness of poverty.” He declared that “we are 
not content to accept the endless growth of relief rolls or welfare 
rolls,” and that “in the future, as in the past, this investment will 
return its cost many fold to our entire economy.” 
¢ In 1966 columnist Stewart Alsop asserted that for $12 billion to $15 
billion a year, “poverty could be abolished in the United States.” 
The Facts: 
It didn’t work. And it has destroyed millions of families and cost a 
huge portion of national wealth in the process. 
¢ The poverty rate was falling — until Lyndon Johnson launched 
his “War on Poverty.” In 1950, the poverty rate was 32 percent. 
By 1966, the poverty rate had dropped to 14.7 percent. In 1992, 
the rate was 14.5 percent. That’s right, the poverty rate has 
dropped only one-tenth of one percent. (Bureau of the Census, 
Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division, Poverty 
and Wealth Statistics Branch, 1992) 
¢ “Between 1965 and 1994, welfare spending has cost the taxpayers 
$5.4 trillion in constant 1993 dollars. The cost of the War on 
Poverty has thus been some 70 percent greater than the price tag 
for defeating Germany and Japan in World War IJ, after adjusting 
for inflation ... [and] nearly equals the entire cost of the private 
sector industrial and business infrastructure of the U.S. For $5.4 
trillion one could purchase every factory, all the manufacturing 
equipment, and every office building in the U.S. With the leftover 
funds, one could go on to purchase every airline, every railroad, 
every trucking firm, the entire commercial maritime fleet, every 
telephone, television, and radio company, every power company, 
every hotel, and every retail and wholesale store in the entire 
nation.” — ROBERT RECTOR AND WILL LAUBER, “AMERICA’S FAILED 
$5.4 TRILLION WAR ON POVERTY,” THE HERITAGE FOUNDATION 
“During the 1950s, AFDC [Aid to Families and Dependent 
Children] rolls rose by 110,000 families, or 17 percent — but 
during the 1960s the increase was 107 percent, or 800,000 fami- 
lies. About three-fourths of that increase occurred from 1965 
to 1968 alone, during a time of general prosperity and diminish- 
ing unemployment. Slicing the numbers a different way, the 
overall AFDC population increased from 4.3 million in 1965 
to 10.8 million in 1974.” — MarvIN OLasky, THE TRAGEDY 
OF AMERICAN COMPASSION 
¢ By 1971, even Time magazine had to admit: “the world’s wealth- 
iest nation seems caught in a paradoxical trap: the more the U.S. 
spends on the poor, the greater the need seems to be to spend 


still more.” 








Washington, no matter what we do.” — PRESIDENT JIMMY CARTER, 

Mar. 31, 1979 
e “We must adopt a system of gasoline rationing without delay ... in 

a way that demands a fair sacrifice from all Americans.” — SEN. 

EDWARD KENNEDY, JAN. 28, 1980 
¢ “Tt would be prudent for any American contemplating the pur- 

chase of a new car to assume that gas will cost $2 per gallon with- 

in a few years and $3 per gallon during the vehicle's lifetime.” — 

LESTER BROWN, WORLDWATCH INSTITUTE, BULLETIN OF ATOMIC 

SCIENTISTS, MAR. 1980 
The Facts: 

The liberal prophets of doom were wrong. Gas barely tops $1 per 
gallon in most of the U.S.; even during the Gulf crisis in 1990 and 
1991 prices did not rise. Why? Because high prices in the 1970s pro- 
vided incentives to businesses to conserve energy, provided incen- 
tives to car makers to increase fuel efficiency, provided incentives to 
consumers to insulate their homes, and provided incentives to oil 
companies to find previously undiscovered oil fields. 

e “Spurred on by higher oil prices, industrial countries now use 23 
percent less oil to produce a dollar of output than they did in 
1970.” — RONALD BAILEY, EcoScAM: THE FALSE PROPHETS OF 
ECOLOGICAL APOCALYPSE 

¢ “Instead of diminishing over time, as one would expect, known oil 
reserves are growing. Between 1948 and 1992, proven oil reserves 
increased by a factor 14.6. Despite repeated warnings that sup- 
plies would run out, reserves in 1990 exceeded one trillion barrels 
for the first time.”— JOSEPH L. Bast, Eco-SANITY 

The Argument: The Earth Has Too Many People 

e “The battle to feed all of humanity is over. In the 1970s the world 

will undergo famines — hundreds of millions of people are going to 

starve to death in spite of any crash programs embarked upon now.” 

— PAUL EHRLICH, THE POPULATION BOMB, 1968 

“No goal is more crucial to healing the global environment than 

stabilizing human population ... The United States should restore 

full funding of its share of the cost of international population sta- 
bilization programs and increase the effort to make birth control 
available throughout the world — but it should do more as well.” 

— SEN. AL GORE, EARTH IN THE BALANCE, 1992. 

The Facts: 

World population is not the province of liberal academics, not the 
U.S. government and not the United Nations. This is the province 
of — dare I say it? — God. No one knows how many human beings 


the planet can support; and no one can know. And, though liberals 
will not admit this, the global population is beyond human control. 
As for food, capitalist countries — even extremely crowded capitalist 
‘countries, like Hong Kong — have plenty of it (for decades, the 
United States has even paid farmers not to grow food). Why? Because 
the free market makes the most of available resources, technology and 
human innovation. Communist, Marxist and socialist countries have 
comparably little food, because their centralized, command and con- 
trol system of production makes the least of available resources, 
technology and human innovation. It is the unequal distribution of 
capitalism, not the unequal distribution of wealth, that shackles the 
rest of the world. 
The Argument: The Earth Is Cooling 
e “Certain signs, some of them visible to the layman as well as the 
scientist, indicate we may have been watching an ice age approach 


for some time without realizing what we were seeing ... 
[Scientists] predict that it will cause great snows which the world 
has not seen since the last ice age thousands of years ago.” — 
BETTY FRIEDAN, “THE COMING ICE AGE,” IN HARPER'S MAGAZINE, 
SEPTEMBER 1958 

e “The continued rapid cooling of the earth since World War II is 
also in accord with the increased global air pollution associated 
with industrialization, mechanization, urbanization, and an 
exploding population, added to a renewal of volcanic activity.” — 
REID BRYSON, “ENVIRONMENTAL ROULETTE,” GLOBAL ECOLOGY: 
READINGS TOWARD A RATIONAL STRATEGY FOR MAN, 1971 

e “There are ominous signs that the earth’s weather patterns have 
begun to change dramatically and that these changes may portend 
a drastic decline in food production — with serious political impli- 
cations for just about every nation on earth. The drop in food out- 
put could begin quite soon, perhaps only 10 years from now ... 
The evidence in support of these predictions has now begun to 
accumulate so massively that meteorologists are hard-pressed to 
keep up with it.” — NEWSWEEK, APRIL 28, 1975 

¢ “The threat of a new ice age must now stand alongside nuclear war 

as a likely source of wholesale death and misery for mankind.” — 

NIGEL CALDER, “IN THE GRIP OF A NEW ICE AGE?” INTERNATIONAL 

WILDLIFE, JUNE 1975 | 

“With many signs today pointing to the possibility that the earth 

there is 


may be headed for another ice age, minor or major ... 

suddenly renewed interest within the scientific community for 

some sort of monitoring of the sun’s output.” — THe New York 

TIMES, AUGUST 14, 1975 
The Facts: 

It didn’t happen. No need to say more. Now even one the theory's 
most avid promoters — the False Prophet of Doom himself, Paul 
Ehrlich — has had to turn to an entirely contradictory scare tactic: 
global warming. 

The Argument: The Earth Is Warming 

¢ “The Supreme Court would be flooded [because global warming 
will melt glaciers and raise ocean levels]. You could tie your boat to 
the Washington Monument. Storm surges would make the Capitol 
unusable.” — PauL EHRLICH, NBC’s “Topay,” JANUARY 11, 1990 
“T]he theory of global warming will not be disproved, and the 


skeptics are vastly outnumbered by former skeptics who now 


accept the overwhelming weight of the accumulated evidence ... 
These [United Nations] scientists concluded — almost unani- 
mously — that global warming is real and the time to act is now.” 
— SEN. AL GORE, EARTH IN THE BALANCE, 1992 

“America needs Bill Clinton, too, because he understands we must 
deal with what could be, eventually, the most lethal problem of 
all: a degraded environment, one that kills life in our lakes with 


acid rain, allows cancer-causing rays to pierce a deteriorated ozone 
shield and threatens to convert the planet into a cosmic hot- 


house.” — Gov. MARIO CUOMO, SPEECH AT THE DEMOCRATIC 
NATIONAL CONVENTION, JULY 15, 1992 
The Facts: 


There is no evidence that “global warming” and rising oceans is 
any more serious than the threat of “global cooling” and frozen 
oceans. Instead, this so-called “threat” is a thinly veiled attack on 
capitalism, and particularly automobile manufacturers. 

Vice President Gore believes that the automobile “is posing a 








The Argument: The Soviet Union Wasnt Destined 

for the Ash Heap of History 

It was Ronald Reagan — first in a speech at Notre Dame 
University in May 1981, then in his “Evil Empire” speech of March 
1983 — who most eloquently declared communism’s imminent 
demise: “The West will not contain communism, it will transcend 
communism. We will not bother to denounce it, we'll dismiss it as a 
sad, bizarre chapter in human history whose last pages are even now 
being written.” Liberals utterly disagreed. 

e “It is a vulgar mistake to think that most people in Eastern Europe 
are miserable.” — PAUL SAMUELSON, RENOWNED LIBERAL ECONOMIST 
(AND NOBEL LAUREATE), IN HIS 1981 TEXTBOOK, ECONOMICS 

e “I found more goods in the shops, more food in the markets, more 
cars on the streets — more of everything, except, for some reason, 
caviar.” — ARTHUR SCHLESINGER, RENOWNED LIBERAL HISTORIAN, 
AFTER A 1982 visIT TO Moscow. HE ADDED THAT “THOSE IN THE U.S. 
WHO THINK THE SOVIET UNION IS ON THE VERGE OF ECONOMIC AND 
SOCIAL COLLAPSE, READY WITH ONE SMALL PUSH TO GO OVER THE BRINK 
ARE ... ONLY KIDDING THEMSELVES.” 

e “The Russian system succeeds because, in contrast to the Western 
industrial economies, it makes full use of its manpower,” — 
JOHN KENNETH GALBRAITH, RENOWNED LIBERAL ECONOMIST, IN 
1984, “THE SOVIET ECONOMY HAS MADE GREAT NATIONAL PROGRESS IN 
RECENT YEARS.” 

The Facts: 

Ronald Reagan was right.The Soviet Union killed tens of millions 
of people, left hundreds of millions (in their own country and in oth- 
ers) poverty-stricken and destitute, invaded one country after another, 
masterminded repeated Middle Eastern wars, funded international 
terrorist organizations, not to mention shooting down a Korean pas- 
senger jet. And even Soviet officials attribute Ronald Reagan’s rhetoric 
and foreign policy to bringing down that “evil empire.” In 1989 the 
Berlin Wall came down and Eastern Europe was liberated from com- 
munism. By Christmas Day, 1990, the Soviet Union ceased to exist. 
Liberals wish it were more complicated than that — but it isn’t. 

The Argument: “Star Wars” Was Stupid and a Waste of Money 

e “Reagan has always said he thought a free society can build more 
and better weapons than can a dictatorship. And none of his 
many beliefs is more dearly held than that we can spend the 
Soviets into submission. He firmly holds that they are headed for 
the ‘ash heap of history’ and can be sped on their way by ruinous 
competition with us in the creation of more ghastly and exotic 
weapons. He is forging ahead with the MX missile, with “Star 
Wars” and anti-satellite weapons. He knows that one day we will 
build the ultimate weapon and terrorize the Soviets into accepting 
arms control on his terms. History disputes him.” — COLUMNIST 
Mary McGrory, “WHILE REAGAN SLEPT, THE SOVIETS PARKED THEIR 
SUBS OFFSHORE,” IN THE WASHINGTON Post, May 24, 1984 

The Facts: 

The Strategic Defense Initiative was a decisive factor in bringing 
down the Soviet Union. 

e “We understood that it [SDI] was a new stage, a new turn in the 
armaments race ... [If SDI were not stopped] we would have to 
start our own program, which would be tremendously expensive 





and unnecessary. And this [would bring] further exhaustion of the 
country. — ALEKSANDR YAKOVLEV, ADVISOR TO GENERAL SECRETARY 
MIKHAIL GORBACHEV 


¢ “Moscow spent tens of billions of dollars it could ill afford 


responding to SDI, according to Roald Z. Sagdayev, who headed 
the Soviet Space Research Institute in the 1980s. “This program 
became priority No. 1 after Mr. Reagan’s announcement of the 
Star Wars in 1983.’ He believes the spending weakened the Soviet 
Union and may have contributed to its demise.” — PETER 
SCHWEIZER, VICTORY, ATLANTIC MONTHLY PRESS 

° “Former Soviet Foreign Minister Aleksandr Bessmertnykh told a 
conference at Princeton University that programs such as the 
Strategic Defense Initiative accelerated the decline of the Soviet 
Union.” — PETER SCHWEIZER, VICTORY 





The Argument: Conservatives Have No Compassion 

e “The Republican jihad against the poor, the young and the help- 
less rolls on. So far no legislative assault has been too cruel, no 
budget cut too loathsome for the party that took control of 

Congress at the beginning of the year and has spent all its time 

since then stomping on the last dying embers of idealism and 

compassion in government.” — Bos HERBERT, COLUMNIST, IN THE 

NEW YorK TIMES 
The Facts: 

To liberals, compassion is measured by how much money is spent 
on the poor; how many of the disadvantaged are in government pro- 
grams. Liberals, therefore, are very “compassionate,” having spent 
$5.4 trillion on means-tested welfare over the past three decades. 
But the results of this type of compassion has been devastating. In 
1960, for example, 2.37 million children were on welfare. Today, 
8.38 million children are on welfare. 

Conservatives, therefore, measure compassion by how many peo- 
ple no longer need government programs. Thus they want to find 
ways to help people end their need for government help and provide 
for themselves and their families. Tax cuts, for example, put more 
money back in the hands of families and businesses, which can make 
donations to charities, churches, synagogues, community organiza- 
tions and private businesses who care for poor parents and children 
and help them get on their feet. At Boys Town in Nebraska, for 
example — ridiculed by liberals when Speaker Newt Gingrich men- 
tioned it last fall — 17,000 former foster children have been helped 
to recover from homelessness, sexual abuse, and suicide since Father 
Edward Flanagan began the program in 1917. Eighty-four percent of 
these children graduate from Boys Town High School. 

Even some liberals are getting sick of the liberal compassion 
mantra. “Compassion has become the all-purpose Democratic pass- 
word,” wrote liberal columnist Mickey Kaus in The New Republic, 
adding: “the word should be banned from Democratic speeches.” 
The conservative emphasis on private solutions versus government 
welfare is winning the day. 
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